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Operable Umt 5 No Further Remedd Acaon Detemnahon 

Joseph Legare, Achng Asslstant Manager for Enwonmental Complrance, RFFO 

I request your decmon on whether to follow the No ActlonMo Further Actlon/No Further 
R e m W  khon (NFA) Decuion C n t e ~  or the Acaon Levels and Standard Framework (ALF) 
111 proceedmg wth comhve hhon Demion/Record of Decmon (CADROD) for Operable 
Umt (Ow 5. Based on the W e m t  evahahon cntena used 111 the NFA Declsion Cntena and 
the ALF, a No Further Rem& hhon ls the p r e f d  altemahve under the NFA Decmon 
Cntena, and, 111 contradichon, accelerated achons are r e q d  due to the Tux I achon levels m 
ALF berng exceeded My recommendmon E to follaw the pdance 111 the NFA Decmon 

, Cnterla. 

A recent cornpanson between the approved Tier I and Ti IT ra&onuchde sod achon levels 
determiiaed 111 &e ALF and the donuchde sod concentrahons '111 the Resource*Conservahon 
and Recovery Act Fac~l~ty Invesagahon/Remedd hWhgah0II 0 Report for OU 5 
found exmedames of both Tier I and Tm Il achon levels m the current OU 5 The pnvrous 
decrsion to complete documentahon for a No Further Rem- khon CAD/ROD based on the 
Baseline R& Assessment (BRA) results 111 the RFyRl Report may be mcorrect based on the 
reqmment m the ALF to conduct an d e r a t e d  acaon d  the^ 1s an exceedance of the Tier I 
action levels It 1s unperatwe that a declslon be ma& as to whether the NFA Declsion Cntena 
or the ALJ? detennmes the achon to be taken Both are enforceable attachments to the Rocky 
Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 

In the RFI/RI report, the BRA determmed that the hghest nsk for the current OU 5 was 
4E10-6 for a Future Onsite M c e  Worker The No Further Remedd Actlon conclusion rn the 
RmflRI Report 1s based on thls nsk value and 1s supported by the NFA Decision Cntena in 
=A. In contrast, the Tier Kier II achons levels determmed m the ALF are based on a 
hypothetical midentd land use scenano for the Buffer Zone 

The different conclusions are a result of how Tier n i e r  1I actlon levels were compared to the 
data m the RFI/RI Report The BRA calculated nsk usmg a 95% upper confidence h i t  (UU) 
concentraUon as specified 111 the Enwonmental Protechon Agency @PA) gudance, Cufcuhhng 

, the Concentranon Term for Rrsk Assessment The 95% UCL 1s calculated for a smgle Area Of 
I Concern ( A X )  m an OU, essentxdy producmg an average for the enhre AOC A much lower 

and more generally representatwe concentrahon value was used for each area m the BRA as 
compared to the raw data concentrahons exceedmg the Tier mier 11 achOn levels. 

My recommendation to follow the guidance m the NFA declsion cntena is based on the very 
consewatwe nature of the sub-surface soil actlon levels m the ALF and the past btory of 
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acceptance of the 95% UCL for trsk assessments by both the EPA and the Colorado 
Department of Pubhc Health and Enmonment (CDPHE) In settmg a precedent of companng 
the Tux IiTier It achon levels to all enwonmental remediahon data rather than followmg the 
NFA Declsion Cntem, the Rocky Flats Envvonmental Technology Site may be r e q d  to 
perform a large number of unn-ary small accelerated achons which could be costly, tune 
consummg, and no more prOtechVe of the pubhc health than using the NFA Dectsion Cntena. 
In addihon, to ensure that no potenhal hot spots are mrssed d m g  a remehal inveshgahon, the 
amount of samphg requred to satsfy the EPA or CDPHE may mc~ase to ensure that no 
small hot spots are rmssed w i h  a remedabon area. 

Please contact me at extension 235 1 rf you have any quesbons or requm further mfortnahon on 
any of the pomts that I have made 
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Location 
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Chemical of Concentration Tier I Tier II 
Concern in RFURI Action Action 

(pCi/g) Level Level 
( P C W  ( P C m  

ATI'ACHMENT 1 

Concentmuons from Secuon 4, Nature and Extent of Contarmnauon, OU 5 RFURI Report and 
compared Tier I and Tier II Acbon Levels 

S u b-surface -Soils 
IHSS 133 1 I U-238 I 1130 I 586 I 103 
IHSS 1332 I U-238 1160 586 103 


